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I enclose, in response €0 the Motion of the plalntiff that is :
- returnable on Februa:y 10, 1984 the original and cOpy of the certification of";hrf
:fGeorge Terpak Jr. o

“Yours truly, e

- Bdward J. Egan
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ec: Presto & Barbire, Esgs.

'~ Leif R. Sigmond
Harriet Simms Harvey, Esq.
Mr. Herbert G. Case -
David W. Reger,

Deputy Attorney General
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Attorney for Inmar Associates, Inc.

‘SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY
CHANCERY DIVISION

ESSEX COUNTY )

DOCKET NO. C~1852-83E

' STATE OF NEW JERSEY, DEPARTMENT -~ ) - =
' OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, :

.vBlaintiffs,: R © Civil Action
D E ¢ _
o Vo o ' CERTIFICATION -
) e .
- :SCIENTIFIC CHEMICAL- PROCESSING, - e

- INC., a Corporation, et al., " ) -

-rlaiﬁtiffg.v B

I, George Terpak Jr., of full age, do hereby certify as follows:
1. I am overseeing on. behalf of Inmar Associates, Inc. the cleanup
operations at»the gite in Carlstadt owned by Inmar. I have been doing 80

't._since the Court ordered Inmar to ‘remove. the material and equipment left by -

1
e

Scientific Chemical Processing, Inc.

_2., I participated in the selection of S & W Waste, Inc. to do the
sampling and testing work after interviewing and speaking with at least ten
c0mpanies'who segmed £o hgve Some éiperiéﬁéewin the field ot who expreSSed
interest in undertaking the work. -

3.- S&W was finally selected after we consulted with thevDepartment of
Environmental Protectiqn, The DEP didn't object to S&W and seemed satisfied
that we had picked S&W.

L, ' SEW started sampling and indicated they did not‘need a written
contract. That suited Inmar in the sense that In@ar wanted to make sure the

~ done on a cost plus basis.. When the DEP declined to sign emergency manifests‘

that would permit the matérial to leave the site and indicated S&W was the
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'logical choice, S&W balked and began insisting on a written contract. After

1 much- discussion, one was finally signed between Inmar and. s&w A copy has

5. Regrettably, S&W has not worked as fast as Inmar wanted.;<There

“have been numerous delays on S&W s part that frankly 1 do not understand

Inmar wants this site cleaned as soon as possible since in its present state
o it presents only problems for it.‘ The economics obviously work to Inmar 8

benefit if the project is completed sooner rather than later.

. 6.‘ With persistence I have kept after S&W to finish the sampling and '

~testing. The sampling is finished and the testiug is 90% complete.v

' 7.> The material in the tanks, tankwagons, and drums on the site is

';primarily washed paint sludge which Iam informed is not overly hazardous.

The material is . in most instances overlain with a layer of water.

8. I have been actively speaking with other contractors for the .
removal stage. One»contractor has taken samples and is expected,to respond by
‘February 14 1984 with an,answer as to whether it can handle the material
B 9. .. As to the drums which number approximately llO S&W was to apply to
the DEP for permission to remove them to S&W's site at Kearny, New Jersey for
'processing.7 S&W has assured mé it is in the process of obtaining the DEP'
permission. | | v

10. The»water'layérs are to- be removedehen the contractor which has
taken the samples assures itself that it can handle the water. The water 1s
not frozen can be removed even while the weather is cold-

ll., The sludge removal presents problems that must be solved on a tank
by tank basis because of the weather and the different viscoéiti*of the
material. I am optimistic that once the material is completeély i{dertified
that one of‘the contractors will be able to develop a removal plan for the

sludge.



12, In- addition to the above activity, a list of generators.of the o
material has been put together with the assistance of Herbert G. Case and Mack
Barmes. NOtiCes have beenasent”advisingkthese‘persons and companies to remove
.theit waste and that, nponyfailure to do 80, Innat may‘look'to t;eﬁ.fot .
costs. Responses have been spotty and generally unhelpful although one or two
companies have indicated a willingness to participate. Inmar is continuing tol‘
purSue this avenue. of having-tne waste removed but is not balting:its
activities_in‘the‘meantimeix . | g




~ January 19, 1984

State of New" Jersey .
‘Department of Law and Publzc Safety
. Division of Law
. Environmental Protection Sectlon"
- Richard J. Hughes Justlce Complex
"CN 112 . oL
Trenton, ‘N. J. 08625

' Attn. Mr. Dav1d W.»Reger, Deputy Attorney General

Re: State of New Jersey (D.E.P.) vs.
' Scientific Chemical Processing.

Dear Mr.‘Reger-

'1984 I enclose for your rev;ew}the follow1ng.documents.

"A. Letter dated December 6, 1983 which was my trans=-
" mittal letter to you which you contend was not received.

B. Check numbered 1311 in ‘the sum of $19,725.00 made

’ - payable to Dominick Presto and dated September
2, 1982. This check was deposited in a partnership
known as Presto Grella Enterprises and the proceeds-
.from this check represented Mr. Presto's twenty-
five (25%) per cent partnership interest in G.P.S.
Assoczates.' :

C. Copies of Grella Presto bank statements and deposit
slip showing the deposit of Mr. Presto's G. P S.
share into Grella Presto Enterprlse.

D. Copy of G.P.S. Partnershlp Agreement showzng Mr.
Presto's twenty-five (25%) per cent share.




